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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

1 . The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

2. Claims 2, 3, 8, and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. It is not clear what is meant by "substrate 2" 
and "substrate 3." It is believed said claims are referring to an additional "substrate" 
that is present in the claimed invention. However, the "2" and "3" distinctions render the 
claim indefinite. 

3. The rejection of claims 1 -9 and 1 6-24 under 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2, second paragraph, 
as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject 
matter which applicant regards as the invention has been overcome. 

4. The rejection of claims 1 -9 and 1 6-24 under 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2, first paragraph, as 
failing to comply with the written description requirement has been overcome by 
argument. The equation of claim 1 is supported by the original disclosure on page 33. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 



Application/Control Number: 10/519,841 Page 3 

Art Unit: 1773 

6. Claims 1-9 and 16-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Mack et al (US 6,500,883) in view of (a) Otaki et al (US 6,482,489) and (b) Downey 
(US 3,880,953) or Korpman (US 4,136,071) 

Mack teaches a filled polyamide composition comprising fillers surface modified 
by treatment with an organosilane and /or organosiloxane coating agent (abstract). 
Said composition has a impact strength as claimed (see example 5, column 8) and is 
used to product goods such as electronic devices and parts for motor vehicles (col 6, 
lines 25+). When used in such embodiments, said layer is attached to another layer 
(herein understood to read on the substrate of claim 8). 

Mack does not teach the claimed multi-coat system. However, Otaki teaches a 
hologram laminated that reads on the claimed multi-coat system. Said hologram can be 
applied to high priced goods (Background of the invention) such as those made with the 
composition of Mack. Specifically, the hologram comprises a 1-50um thick UV curable 
urethane acrylate hard coat (col 5, lines 25+) and a styrene block elastomer adhesive 
having a thickness of 4-20um( col 52, lines 53+). Intervening the adhesive and the 
hardcoat may be a substrate. Said substrate is understood to read on the claimed 
layers of claim 2. Thus, it would have been obvious to the skilled artisan to apply the 
hologram to the substrate taught in Mack in order to provide an authenticating mark on 
said substrate. 

Mack does not teach the adhesive should have the claimed Tg. However, 
Downey and Korpman each teach pressure sensitive adhesives comprising styrene 
block copolymers meeting the claimed limitations. Specifically, Downey teaches a block 
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copolymer comprising 10-50wt% styrene (col 1 , lines 45+) and Korpman teaches a 
block comprising 10-35wt% styrene (col 1 . lines 35+). Said composition read on the Tg 
limitation of claim 1 when the diene is isoprene or butadiene and on the limitation of 
claim 21 when the diene is butadiene. Thus, it would have been obvious to utilize either 
of the PSAs as the styrene block copolymer PSA taught in Mack because said PSA are 
taught to exhibit excellent adhesive properties. 

7. Claims 1-9 and 16-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Onozawa et al (US 6,103,37) in view of (a) JP0518671 (Matsuoka) and (b) 
Downey (US 3,880,953) or Korpman (US 4,136,071) 

Onozawa teaches a hardcoat sheet comprising a base sheet, and a coat layer 
which is provided on the based sheet and formed form a radiation curable urethane 
acrylate (abstract and col 2, lines 24+). Said layer has a thickness of 1-1 Oum (col 3, 
lines 60+). The hardcoat is applied to the base sheet and an adhesive comprising 
styrene butadiene block copolymers having a thickness of 10-50um (col 4) is utilized to 
apply the laminate to a window pane (col 3, lines 63+). In use, the window pane is then 
attached to another layer (herein understood to read on the substrate of claim 8). 

Onozawa does not teach the window pane should comprise a polymer with the 
claimed impact strength. However, Matsuoka teaches a window pane made of 
polycarbonate having a impact strength of 60kg/cm/cm or more. The examiner takes 
the position that said impact strength is taught with sufficient specificity to read on the 
claimed limitation. Thus, it would have been obvious to the skilled artisan to utilize the 
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window pane taught in Matsuoka as the window pane taught in Onozawa because said 
window pane has excellent impact resistance. 

Onozawa does not teach the adhesive should have the claimed Tg. However, 
Downey and Korpman each teach pressure sensitive adhesives comprising styrene 
block copolymers meeting the claimed limitations. Specifically, Downey teaches a block 
copolymer comprising 10-50wt% styrene (col 1, lines 45+) and Korpman teaches a 
block comprising 10-35wt% styrene (col 1, lines 35+). Said composition read on the Tg 
limitation of claim 1 when the diene is isoprene or butadiene and on the limitation of 
claim 21 when the diene is butadiene. Thus, it would have been obvious to utilize either 
of the PSAs as the styrene block copolymer PSA taught in Onozawa because said PSA 
are taught to exhibit excellent adhesive properties. 

8. Claims 1-7, 9, 17-19, and 21-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Bergh et al (2003/0104245) in view of Van Havenbergh et al (US 
5,334,842). 

Bergh teaches a radiation image storage panel comprising a self-support layer, a 
phosphor particle containing layer a urethane acrylate radiation curable protective layer 
(abstract). Said layer has a thickness of 1-20um (0042). The binder for the phosphor 
layer may comprise Kraton, which is herein understood to read on the claimed 
elastomeric intercoat layer (0041). Said layer has a thickness of 10-1000um (0041). An 
additional layer may be present between said phosphor layer and urethane acrylate 
protective layer (0036). 
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Bergh does not teach that the substrate should comprise a polymer with the 
claimed impact strength. However, Van Havenbergh teaches the substrate of such 
panels should have high strength (col 17, lines 35+) and may comprise polyethylenes 
such as LUMIRROR) metal polyamide, polyimide and the like. Thus, if would have 
been obvious to utilize polyamide and polyimides, and metals with high impact strength 
as the substrate taught in Bergh because Van Havenbergh teaches such substrate are 
desirable in radiation storage panels. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-9 and 16-24 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Kevin R. Kruer whose telephone number is 571-272- 
1510. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Carol Chaney can be reached on 571-272-1284. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




Kevin R. Kruer 

Patent Examiner-Art Unit 1773 



